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WHAT'S HAPPENING
TOTHE SAWMILLS?

F THE VALUE of hardwood lumber had increased at the

same rate as the cost of producing it, the countryside would
not be dotted with the remnants of so many abandoned saw-
mills. This is especially true in the Appalachian region,
where some 2,800 sawing and planing mills (about 40 percent
of the operating plants) went out of business during the period
1948-58. And this trend is sull continuing.

In general, the very large and the very small mills are
disappearing and the intermediate-size mills are becoming
more mechanized and automated. But even with improved
efficiency, most mills are experiencing a declining margin
between operating costs and income. Therefore it has become
imperative for sawmill owners and operators to be more
cost-conscious and to obtain a better understanding of their
particular cost-profit situations.

One way to achieve this understanding would be through a
better ‘estimation of true sawlog value and a2 more precise
knowledge of how changing hardwood lumber prices affect
sawlog value.

In 1964, the U.S. Forest Products Marketing Laboratory of
the Northeastern Forest Experiment Station began evaluating
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the changes in hardwood lumber prices in relation to their
effect on the Appalachian hardwood sawmill industry. The
thought was that such a study might provide additonal clues
to the causes of the rapid decline in the number of operating
sawmills and the generally unfavorable rate of profit in this
industry.

Sawlogs were selected as a basis for analysis because
researchers at the Laboratory wanted to determine the com-
posite change in value for all lumber produced from each
grade and species of log over the 10-year period, 1955-64—
not just the change in value of certain lumber grades.

They recognized that changes in price of any individual
grade of lumber have only a limited influence on the total
lumber value recovered from a log; but, by calculaung the
combined dollar value of all lumber grades recovered from a
log, they were able to measure the total effect of lumber price
changes according to the proportion of the log that the grades
represent.

STUDY TECHNIQUES

The product value of any sawlog is determined from the
combined value of the products that can be produced from it;
in this case, factory-grade lumber. If we knew the proportion
of lumber of each grade contained in a log and the market
prices from lumber of those grades, we could then determine
the weighted-product value or lumber-recovery value.

In our study, we selected the U.S. Forest Products Labora-
tory hardwood log grades from standard lumber as the basis
for evaluaung log quality. A description of these log grades—
and tables of lumber-grade-yields by species, diameter, and
grade of log—is provided in Forest Products Laboratory
Report D1737.1

We have found that the average predicted lumber-grade
yields in Report D1737 are exceptionally accurate for factory-

b United States Forest Products Laboratory HARDWOOD LOG GRADES FOR STAND-
ARD LUMBER U S Forest Serv Forest Prod. Lab. Rpr. D1737 66 pp..iilus. 1959
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lumber-grade logs of the species covered in our study. Pre-
liminary results from a study conducted by the Forest Pro-
ducts Marketing Laboratory at Appalachian sawmills, using
the log grades in Report D1737, indicated that predicted grade
yields of Common-and-Better lumber were generally within
I percent of actual lumber yields. 2

The Hardwood Market Report * was selected as the
source of lumber prices for our study. We believe that it
represents the most widely accepted list of lumber-price
quotations for the Appalachian Region. The Hardwood Market
Report prices represent estimates of average regional lumber
prices in carload quantities of random widths and lengths,
rough, air-dried, f.o.b. mills, Johnson City, Tennessee area.

By using the hardwood log grades for standard lumber,
with their associated average lumber-grade-yields, and the
published lumber prices, we were able 1o calculate lumber-
recovery values for each major species and log grade of
Appalachian hardwood sawlogs. After the lumber-recovery
values were tabulated, they were plotted for the 1955-64 study
period and the resulting line graphs were analyzed and com-
pared with the hardwood-lumber price curves.

LUMBER-RECOVERY VALUE

The lumber-recovery value represents the value of lumber
that can be sawed from the average sawlog of a given log
grade and species. This recovery value is determined by
multiplying the predicted average lumber-grade-yields for the
log grade by the respective lumber prices and then summing
these products.

An illustration of calculations for grade-3 red oak sawlogs
1s given in table 1. The lumber-grade yield data used repre-
sents the average for grade-3 red oak logs from Report

! Daw on file ar Forest Producs Markening Laboratory, NE. Forest Fxp. Sta, US Forest
Serv . Princeton, W Va

Hardwood Market Reporr, WEEKLY LUMBER NEWS LET IER. publshed by Abe
Lemsky. Memphis, Tennessee Vols 2221 1994.64
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Table 1.—Sample determination of lumber-recovery values
for grade 3 red oak sawlogs !

Lumber Grade Lumber Product
grades yield price value

Percent Daollars/ Dollars/

Mbd ft Mbd. fi.
First-and-Seconds 0.8 200 1.60
Selects 6 190 i.14
No. | Common 16.8 108 18.14
No. 2 Common 23.8 77 18.34
No. 3A Common 12.2 67 8.17
No. 3B Common 43.§ 34 14.79

Timbers & Sound d

Square Edge 23 67 1.54
Total 100.0 63.72

Lumber-recovery value for grade 3 red cak logs would be $63.72 per thousand feet board
measure under the quoted Jumber values used in thss illustration.

D1737. By this method the lumber-recovery value for sawlogs
of a stated grade and species 15 determined in terms of
dollars per thousand feet, board measure.

Board measure is used because lumber-recovery values
for sawlogs deal with the volume of lumber actually sawed
from the logs. However, if log-rule volumes are used in con-
junction with lumber-recovery values to esumate sawlog
value, overrun must be taken into account. For instance, if
for a given group of grade-3 red oak logs the expected over-
run amounted to 25 percent and the average lumber-recovery
value was $64.68, the value of these logs would be calculated
at $64.68 umes 1.25, or $80.85 per thousand board feet, log-
rule estimate.
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LUMBER “RECOYERY VALUE, DULLARS PER THOUSAND 8D. FT

It should also be noted that all !umber—recovery values
calculated i1n this study represent the average for the respec-
tive log grades. We realize that some sawmills saw only the
larger logs of certain grades; so some sawmills experience
above-average lumber-recovery values. Sawmill managers
can determine their correct lumber-recovery values by calcu-
laung weighted averages of the lumber-grade yield figures
found in Report D1737 for the log diameters they use.

LUMBER-RECOVERY
VALUE CHANGES

The trends in hardwood lumber-recovery values, based on
Appalachian species and log grades, indicate that very little
increase in sawlog product value occurred during the period
1955-64. The trends of lumber-recovery values in dollars
per thousand board feet for log-grades 1, 2, and 3 of the
major Appalachian species are shown in figures 1 to 11.
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Figure 1.—Trends in Ilumber-recovery values for
ash sawlogs in the Appalachian region, by log grades,

1955-64.
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Figure 2.—Trends in lumber-recovery values for
basswood sawlogs in the Appalachian region, by log
grades, 1955-64.

LUMBER RECOVERY WALLE, DOLLARS PER THOUSAND BO FT

g

214 156

Figure 3.-Trends in lumber-recovery values for
beech sawlogs in the Appalachian region, by log
grades, 1955-64.
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Figure 4.—Trends in lumber-recovery values for
birch sawlogs in the Appalachian region, by log grades.
1955-64.
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Figure 5.—Trends in lumber-recovery values for
cherry sawlogs in the Appalachian region. by log
grades, 1955-64.
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Figure 6.—Trends in lumber-recovery values for
hickory sawlogs in the Appalachian region, by log
grades. 1955-64.
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Figure 7.—Trends in lumber-recovery values for
hard maple sawlogs in the Appalachian region, by log
grades, 1955-64.
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Figure 8.—Trends in lumber-recovery values for
soft maple sawlogs in the Appalachian region, by log
grades, 1955-64.
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Figure 9.—Trends in lumber-recovery values for
rved oak sawlogs in the Appalachian region, by log
grades, 1955-64.




WHITE OQAK

LMTER -RECOVERY WL UE, DOLLARS PER THOUSARD 80 FT

1295 1998 B L =13 s 980 ”l im (963 Lo l
Figure 10.~Trends in lumber-recovery values for
white oak sawlogs in the Appalachian region. by log

grades, 1955-64.
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Figure 11.—Trends in lumber-recovery values for
vellow-poplar sawilogs in the Appalachian region, by
log grades, 1955-64.

Relauvely lide fluctuation occurred in the lumber-recovery
values of most log grades and species. Only one species,
soft maple, showed a lumber-recovery value increase of as
much as 2 percent per year. Five other species—ash,
basswood, beech, hickory, and hard maple—increased in
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lumber-recovery value between | and 2 percent per year for
one or more log grades. All other species studied showed
increases of less than 1 percent per vear, and decreases were
recorded for some log grades in three of the more prevalent
species—hard maple, red oak, and white oak.

As an example of what these small increases in value can
mean, the estumate of combined increase n recovery value
between 1955 and 1964 for the three most predominant West
Virginia Appalachian lumber species groups—red oak, white
oak, and yellow-poplar—amounted to only 1.56 percent or
$1.95 per thousand board feet. (The methods used to compute
these values are shown in tables 4 and 5, in the Appendix.)
These three lumber species groups represented almost 70
percent of the hardwood timber volume harvested in 1960. *
This means that in West Virginia approximately seven-tenths
of the total volume of hardwood lumber manufactured showed
an average value increase of less than 20 cents per thousand
board feet per year over the last 10 years.

The average lumber-recovery values for 11 principal
Appalachian hardwood species by log grades for 1955 and
1964 are shown in table 2. This table also shows the per-
centage of changes in lumber-recovery values between 1955
and 1964, based on the 1955 values, for 11 species, by log
grade.

The range in lumber-recovery values for grade 1 logs in
1964 varied from $90.37 for hickory to $201.18 for cherry per
thousand board feet. The predominant Appalachian species,
red oak, white oak, and yellow-poplar, had lumber-recovery
values of $135.00, $145.72, and $132.77 per thousand board
feet, respectively. These values were the third, fourth, and
fifth lowest lumber-recovery values of all species evaluated.

Six of the 11 species studied had lumber-recovery values
for 1964 below $67 per thousand board feet for grade 3 logs.
Of these six, red oak and white oak had lumber-recovery
values of $64.68 and $65.63 per thousand board feet, respec-

# Ferguson, Roland H. THE TIMBFR RESOURCES OF WEST VIRGINIA. LS. Forest
Serv NE. Forest Fxp Sta. Resource Bull NE-2. 121 pp.illus. 1964
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Table 2.—Average lumber-recovery values based on log grades for the different hardwood species and log grades in the
Appalachian Region during 1955 and 1964, and the percentage of change between these years
(In doltan per thousand board feet)

1955 1964 Percent change in recovery value
Species Lumber-recovery value Lumber-recavery value between 1955 and 1964

groups Log Log Log lLog Log Log Log fLog Log
grade 1 grade 2 grade 3 grade | grade 2 grade 3 grade 1 grade 2 grade 3
Ash $132.59 10180 8 75.08 $147.97 $110.70 $ 78.60 +11.60 + 874 + 4.69
Basswood 125 66 9% 66 79.56 14231 i16.3y 85.39 +13.25 +10.73 + 7.34
Beech 97.56 79.23 58.79 107.82 87.01 62.98 +10.52 + 9.82 + 7.13
Birch 17141 109.79 64.37 181.59 115.86 66.42 + §5.94 + §.53 + 3.18
Cherry 192.50 145.08 103.41 201.18 149.80 103.54 + 451 + 3.25 + .13
Hickory 77.52 59.41 45.58 90.37 68.89 49.00 +16.58 +15.96 + 7.50
Hard maple 137.98 95.98 64.11 1§3.75 101.33 62.30 +11.43 + 557 - 2.82
Soft maple 118.72 103.00 75.48 148.86 130.39 88.83 +25.39 +26.59 +17.69
Red cak 129.74 92.67 67.88 135.00 \92,12 64.68 + 405 - 59 - 474
White oak 141.33 9521 70.08 14572 91.53 65.63 + 311 - 387 - 635

Yellow-poplar 127.66 98.36 74.50° 132.77 104.94 8042 + 4.00 + 6.69 + 7.95




tively. These values represent decreases of 4.71 and 6.35
percent respectively, from the 1955 values.
Could these composite changes in product values have been

predicted if only the trends in lumber prices had been known?

LUMBER PRICE TRENDS

The trends in lumber prices certainly reflect to some de-
gree what s happening to the value of lumber in a log be-
cause the lumber-recovery value 1s determined from these
prices.

No. I Common-and-Better lumber prices for ash, basswood,
beech, and hard maple increased approximately 10 percent.
Soft maple prices increased over 20 percent for No. 1 Com-
mon-and-Better. Birch, cherry, hickory, red oak, and white
oak prices increased about § to 10 percent for No. 1 Common-
and-Better; and No. 1 Common hickory prices went up 36
percent; No. 1 Common red oak prices remained the same;
and No. I Common white oak prices decreased 7.5 percent.
Yellow-poplar Saps-and-Better prices showed no change, but
the No. I Common price rose about § percent.

From these price trends for No. I Common-and-Better
lumber, one might expect substanual incrcases in lumber-
recovery values. And, in general, substanuial increases did
occur in grade 1 logs of the different species.

Prices of the lower grades of lumber increased very ltle
between 1955 and 1964. Most species registered either a lack
of change or a substanual decrease. For example, prices of
No. 2 Common lumber of cherry, hickory, hard maple, red
oak, and white oak decreased 3 to 9 percent and price of No. 2
Common ash did not change. The price of No. 3A Commen
lumber declined from 7 to 11 percent for three of the major
species—hard maple, red oak, and white oak. From the
amount of price decline associated with the lower lumber
grades, it would be assumed that the product values for grade
3 logs would also be low; and this was generally found to be so.

Analyses of the different lumber-grade price curves (figs.
12 to 22) indicate the change. or lack of change, that occurs
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Figure 12.—Trends in prices for 4/4 ash lumber in
the Appalachian region, by lumber grades., 1955-
64. .
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Figure 13.—Trends in prices for 4/4 basswood lum-

ber in the Appalachian region, by lumber grades.
1955-64.
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Figure 14.--Trends in prices for 4/4 beech lumber
in the Appalachian region, by lumber grades, 1955-
64.
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Figure 15.—Trends in prices for 4/4 birch lumber
in the Appalachian region, by lumber grades. 1955-
64.
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Figure 16.—Trends in prices for 4/4 cherry lumber
in the Appalachian region, by lumber grades, 1955-
64. s
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Figure 17.—Trends in prices for 4/4 hickery lum-
ber in the Appalachian region, by lumber grades,
1955-64.
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Figure 18.~Trends in prices for 4/4 hard maple
lumber in the Appalachian region. by lumber grades,
1955-64.
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Figure 19.—Trends in prices for 4/4 soft maple

lumber in the Appalachian region, by lumber grades,
1955-64.
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Figure 20.~Trends in prices for 4/4 red oak lum-
ber in the Appalachian region. by lumber grades,
1955-64.
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Figure 21.—Trends in prices for 4/4 white oak lum-
ber in the Appalachian region, by lumber grades,
1955-64.
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Figure 22.—Trends in prices for 4/4 yellow-poplar
lumber in the Appalachian region, by lumber grades,
1955-64.

in one grade with respect to other grades in the same species
or similar species. An example 1s the change in price of No. 1
Common ash and hickory with respect to the prices of the
other lumber grades for these species (figs. 12 and 17).

Average quarterly lumber-grade prices based on first-
weck-of-the-month price quotations in the Hardwood Market
Report for each species are presented in the Appendix,
tables 6 to 16. These represent the actual prices used to plot
the lumber price-trend curves in figures 12 to 22.

The average 1955 and 1964 lumber prices for the different
Appalachian hardwood species by grades are presented in
table 3. The percentage of change in lumber-grade prices
between 1955 and 1964 is also shown. The figures in this
table represent quantitative values as to the price changes
that occurred between the end years of the decade studied.
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Table 3.—Average quoted prices for different hardwood species ‘and
grades of lumber in the Appalachian Region during 1955 and 1964, and
the percentage of change between these years.

tIn dollars per thousand board feer)

Species Lumber Average Average Percent
groups grades 195y 1964 change
price price
Ash FAS $170 §$193 +13.5
FIF 160 183 +14.4
*acC 115 125 + 87
fac 65 65 -0
Birch FAS 265 280 + 5.7
FIF 255 270 + 59
nTe 150 163 + 87
Y6 80 81 + 1.2
Hard maple FAS 212 245 g +156
FIF 202 235 +16.3
o 128 155 +123
T 75 68 93
' 3A 65 58 108
White oak-plain FAS 2013 220 + 8%
FIF 192 210 + 94
NS 120 111 - 75
7 83 7 .72
A 73 67 . 82
Basswood FAS 175 202 +154
FIF 165 192 +16.4
LT 120 137 +142
£ A 83 8 + 2%
# 2B 62 62 0
Cherry FAS 250 262 + 48
FiF 240 253 + 50
Te 166 177 + 6.6
7 93 85 - 87
sle 42 42 0
Continued
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Table 3, Conunued.

Species Lumber Average Average Percent
groups grades 195s 1964 change
price price
Soft maple FAS 166 202 +21.7
FIF 156 192 +23.1
flc 16 160 379
Tac 67 72 + 75
Yellow-poplar FAS 200 200 0
FiF 190 190 0
Saps 180 180 i)
#1C 129 136 + 54
# 5A 81 94 +16.0
" .2B 62 64 + 32
Beech FAS 142 156 + 9.9
FiF 131 146 +11.4
*ac 107 121 +13.1
Yo 58 62 4 6.9
#3A 45 47 + 44
Hickorv FAS 125 136 + 8.8
FiF 115 126 + 9.6
71C 78 106 +35.9
-2C 53 51 - 38
Red oak-plamn FAS 185 200 + 8.1
FiF 175 194 + 96
# 1C 15 115 (o]
¥ .2C 83 77 - 72
7 3A 73 7 - 82

21



LUMBER PRICES VS. LUMBER-
RECOVERY VALUES

Trends in lumber prices do provide an indication of the
corresponding trends in lumber-recovery values, but it s
only an indication of the direction of the change and not of the
magnitude unless the change is unusually large. As noted
previously, a single grade of lumber represents only a pro-
portion of the lumber sawed from any sawlog, and this pro-
portion increases or decreases with the quality or grade of
the log. Consequently price changes for one or a few lumber
grades cannot possibly provide a complete picture of how the
value of all the lumber in a log has been affected.

Logically, price changes in the upper grades of lumber
affect log-grade | much more than they do log-grade 3
because these upper lumber grades represent a greater portion
of grade 1 logs. For example, First-and-Seconds and Selects
in upland white oak represent about 46 percent of an average
grade 1 log and less than 2 percent of an average grade 3 log.
Therefore, a $10 rise in the price of First-and-Seconds and
Selects would increase the product value of grade 1 logs by
$4.60 and that of grade 3 by only 20 cents per thousand board
feet, or 23 times as much for grade 1 as for grade 3 logs. '

The reverse is also true to some extent. Changes in the
prices for the lower grades of lumber have a greater effect
on recovery value of log grade 3 than they do on log grade 1.
However, the effect 1s smaller because of the smaller differ-
ence between the proportions of these lumber grades repre-
sented 1n the two grades of logs.

CONCLUSIONS

In general, the fluctuations in prices for hardwood lumber
in the Appalachian Region have resulted in only a slight
increase in the overall market value of hardwood lumber pro-
duced during the past decade.

Although some species and log grades within species had
a substanual increase in lumber-recovery value, the propor-
tion of the total volume harvested that these represent is
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small. The majority of the lumber grades that increased in
price were the higher grades; consequently, this caused the
largest increase in lumber-recovery value to be associated
with logs of grade 1 quality. In some cases, specifically in the
oaks, log-grade 1 was the only log grade within rhe species
that showed an increase in lumber-recovery value between
1955 and 1964. Oak of log grades 2 and 3 decreased in product
value. These oak species groups represented approximately
one-half the total volume of hardwoods harvested in the Region.

Yet during this same period, lumber-production costs con-
tinued to spiral upward. The cost of sawmill equipment alone
increased almost 5O percent between 1955 and 1964.° Although
many Appalachian hardwood sawmills increased their opera-
tional efficiency through automation and other improvements,
the profit margins remained critical.

Because of the low profit margins in the sawmill industry
today, the sawmill owner must keep a watchful eye on his
gross income and the costs of operation. This means not only
warching individual lumber prices, bur also determining the
effect that changes in lumber prices have on lumber-recovery
values for partcular species. Just as the price of an indi-
vidual lumber grade will not provide the entire picture on the
recovery value for a species, neither will the lumber-re-
covery value of an individual species give the complete
picture of gross income. Both must be weighted according to
the proportion of the whole that they represent. This 1s why
large increases in prices for one or two lumber grades of a
minor species, such as hackberry, have a negligible effect
on gross income.

Lumber-recovery values are important because they can
provide more than just information on gross income. They
can also be used in predicting sawmill profits, in determining
econorhic sawlog and stumpage purchase prices, and in
evaluatung sawmill conversion practices.®

¢ Sarlec. R TEN-YEAR CHANGFS IN SELFCTED LOGGING AND SAWMILLING
COST S Lumberman 210426200 2830 1965

v Marens, DG LOG GRADES—A KEY TO PREDICTING SAWMILL PROFITS S
Lumberman 210 (2612) 29-34 196

23



Although many sawmills could be classified as non-profit-
making organizations. they were not meant to be that way:
most of them are in business to make money. And surely tflc
most efficient and effective management would require a good
knowledge of all the factors that affect the overall market
value and gross income derived from the major product—
hardwood lumber.
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Table 4.—Computation of composite percent change in red oak, white oak, and
vellow-poplar log-recovery values in West Virginia berween 1955 and 1964

S Change Change in Species Change
. Species in >
Spectes Log grade log grade ! by recovery value total n
Iy ' log grade ? by species | volume cut+ recovery value
Percent Werghted percent
i 46§ 405 - .
Redoak 2 38.1 -5y - --
3 135 -4.71 .- - .
Potal - - 102 6.4 .37
1 60.1 311 - -- --
White oak 2 211 L3187 .- - .-
3 157 -6.35% - - .-
Total -- .- 0.02 12.1 0.002
1 0.0 4.00 - .-
Yellow poplar 2 47.9 669 - .- -
217 7.95 - -~ -
Total - - 6.13 19.4 119
Compusite percentage change in recovery value - . - 1.56

Y Average found for mull-run sawlogs 1o several sawmills in West Vi

? Values taken from table 2.
Product of percent ot spectes i fog grade times percent change by fog grade and summed

Ferauson, op «it, p §2, Values caleulared from rable 27, assumng red oaks to represent 7§ percent
of select and other red and white oaks cut



Table 5.--Computation of composite change in monetary value of red oak, white oak,

and yellow-poplar log recovery values in West Virginia 1955 and 1964

. srade . species as Weaghted monetar
o Log \ Log grade Change in value Species ‘“4 “lghtec monetdry
Species ) Value change as pereent . percent of change in
grade s for species R
h of species 2 total cut recovery value
Thawsand board feer Percent Thousand board fect Pereens
i 526 46 5 -
Red vak 2 - 55 38.1 - - -
3 -3.20 135 - -- -
Total 1.80 36.4 $0.66
t 439 60.1 . -
White oak 2 -3.68 23.1 -
3 445 15.7 - -
Total 1.09 121 013
1 LN LY -~ - -=
Yellow-poplar 2 6.58 47.9 -- -
3 592 217 =
Total 597 194 116
Total cumposite change i recovery value - - - $1.95
" Values tahen as differences between 1955 and 1964 log-recovery values appearing in table 2
! Average found for mili-run sawlogs in several sawmills i West Virginia.
P Product of vatue change umes log grade as percent of species and summed.
N

Ferguson, ap. cit. p 52 Values caleulated from table 23, assurming red oahs to reprovent 75 percent of select and other red and white oaks cut



Vable 6. — Average quarterly prices for 4/4 Appalachian ash,
by lumber grades, 1955-44

Lumber srades Quarter
1995 1956 {957 1YTR 1999 190 1981 1982 luni 1964
{ SETOOSTTa 31T STKD S0 S190 s iu0 S{ug 2190 319
2 70 170 170 180 t9a o feo jwn g 2
e and Sovonds
1 LT 1 To 1T 182 190 190 19 jwe 9 19l
+ P70 1700 1T 188 1900 v 190 190 190 197
i P60 160 160 170 1RO 180 18G 1RO 1RO 181
2 e 1a0 1oy 170 180 180 180 180 B0 182

Fiest | Face

ol to0 160 |

-3
e

180 180 1BO {80 180 183

4 160 1ol 160 178 180 180 180 180 180 187
. N . »

I P19 118 128 130 137 1300 1310 1y tis 124

N P rig 129 1RG0 140 1300 1w 1S 11T 14
No 1 Cammuon

3 PIS 129 129 130 140 137 130 11§ 17 oo1rs

+ PES 125 e 1300 1400 1320 127 e 1y 427

'

1 bl [N 65 65 6% &5 6% 67 65 6%

M 34 6% K% 6% 6% 65 HY 64 65 A%
No 2 Commion

i 6% 6% 6% 6 [3) < 69 69 65 65

+ 68 65 64 6§ [N of 6 G5 6% of

Compured from fir week-of the month publications of the Hardioned Yarka Repor,
Vopadacbuen Section Quoted. prices represent esimates of current FOB Appalachian mill
pent average market prees oo sales o consumng rade on band sawed  \ppaladian hard
wonds e cnrload quantnes, tandony widthy and lengthe, rough, i dried und grade in
accordance wirh Sanonal Flardwood Tumber Asociation rules of mepeaion



Table 7.— Average agxartcr!y prices for 4/4 Appalachian basswood.
v lumber grades, 1955-64

Lumber grades  Quarter

1999 1956 1957 1998 1959 1940 (9] 1942 1963 1964
i $175 B180 BI85 S18Y $185 §I88 $192 $192 8192 $202
2 176 185 185 1BY 185 192 192 192 195 20
First and-Seconds
3 175 185 183 185 189 192 192 W} {97 202
4 175 185 183 185 IBF 192 (92 192 199 2
i 16§ 170 178 175 17¢ {78 182 18! 182 192
2 165 17§ 175 175 175 182 182 182 18% 1192
First | Face
3 165 175 175 47§ y7§ 182 182 18! 187 192
4 165 175 175 175 17% 182 182 182 18% 192
1 122 125 130 130 130 130 130 128 132 {37
2 120 130 130 130 130 133 130 128 132 137
No. | Common
3 120 120 10 130 130 13§ 1)8 128 132 137
4 120 130 130 130t (33 128 131 13y 137
i 83 84 85 8BS 85 g LR 8% 85 3]
2 83 3] 85 85 45 g5 8% 8< 8¢ 53
No. 2A Common
3 83 85 8§ 85 85 85 8% 85 BS 85
4 83 85 85 8¢ 8y 8¢ g9 85 8s 86
i 62 &2 62 [ 62 62 62 62 &2 62
2 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
No. 2B Common
3 62 [ 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
4 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 62
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Table §. — Average guarterly prices for 4/ 4 Appalachian beech,
by lumber grades, 1955-64

Lumber grades Quarter
1955 1956 1957 198 1959 1960 1961 1961 1963 1964
1 $140 5145 8150 $150 $190 $1952 $1°% §1§5 §155 S§i§7
2 140 145 150 150 15O 14 155 15§ 1SS 187
First-and-Seconds
3 (42 145 1%0 150 1FQ0 199 185 1§ 159 15%
4 145 145 150 (50 152 159 15§ 15§ 1¥y 1§99
t 130 135 1 140 (40 142 145 145 149 147
2 130 13§ 140 140 140 144 145 145 145 147
First | Face
3 130 139 140 140 140 145 145 145 145 145
4 135 135 140 140 142 185 145 145 145 145
i 105 110 115 s tis 117 120 120 120 122
2 105 110 515 115 1is 119 120 120 120 122
No. T Common . >
3 107 110 115 115 1§ 120 120 120 120 120
4 (10 110 vi8  11s 117 120 120 120 120 120
} 60  §§ 82 82 62 62 62 6l 61 62
2 60 60 62 62 62 62 62 62 61 62
No. 2 Commaon
! §7 60 62 62 62 62 62 62 62 &2
4 §§ 60 62 62 62 62 6 62 62 62
i 45 47 47 47 47 47 4T AT a7
2 45 47 47 4T a7 47 47 47 47
No. 1A Common
3 45 47 47 47 47 47 47 47 47
4 45 45 47 47 37 47 &7 47 47 %7
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Table 9. —Average quarterly prices for 4/ 4 Appalachian birch.
bv lumber grades, 1995-64

{ umber grades (Juarter
[OEF (9% [9ST JOSK 1959 19a) 1961 1962 1963 i964
i §26% 4269 3270 82700 5270 $27H SIRO S28u S2H0 S280
2 nS 2T 270 XTQ XTO0 280 2800 280 2BO 280
First-and-Seconds
3 0% 27O 2700 2T ITO O 280 RO 280 B0 280
+ 67270 2700 2700 TR 280y 280 2BO 2RO 280
{ e 255 260 200 260 268 270 270 T 270
2 Iy 260 260 260 6O 270 XT0 270 270 270
Frese 1 Face
3 255 260 260 260 260 270 270 2700 270 270
4 255 260 260 260 263 270 270 270 270 270
i 150 150 150 150 150 162 1637 161 163 163
2 5O 15 190 150 153 163 163 163 163 163
No 1 Common
3 150 150 150 150 155 163 163 141 163 163
4 IS0 150 15O 150 158 163 163 167 143 16%
i 80 L1t 30 80 B RO 80 R0 0 80
2 80 B R0 80 80 80 80 ]G 8O RO
No, 2 Cammon
3 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 8O 80
4 8¢ B 80 R} LU 5O 80 80 B0 B3
1 4545 37 37 47 47 47 4T 47 47
2 A5 45 47 47 47 47 4T 47 47 47
No. 3A Common
3 45 45 47 47 47 A7 4T 47 37 47
4 44547 37 47 47 47 4T 47 47
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Table 10.—Average quarterly prices for 4/ 4 Appalachian cherry.

by lumber grades, 1955-64

fumber grades Quarter
19SS (956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964
1 S3Y 8265 $27F $265 3165 S2TO $280 3279 3165 3265
M 290 275 27§ 265 265 280 280 27§ 265 262
Frirstand- Seconds
i 60 275 272 265 265 280 180 270 265 260
4 165 275 267 265 267 280 277 265 265 260
1 223 25§ 265 255 255 260 270 265 25§ 255
2 230 285 265 XS5 25§ 270 170 265 25§ 252
First | Face
3 250 265 262 285 25§ 70 270 260 255 250
4 255 265 257 25§ 257 270 267 255 25% 250
Y 152 180 190 180 180 i8f 195 190 180 180
2 155 190 190 180 180 195 195 {90 180 177
No | Common "
3 175 190 187 180 18O 195 195 185 180 17§
4 180 1%0 182 180 182 195 192 180 180 17§
i 91 LA 1¢.1] g5 95 95 100 W 85 85
2 92 100 100 9% 95 100 00 90 BS  BS
No 2 Common
3 94 OO 97 9T 95 100 Y5 90 8F  B5*
3 95 10O 95 95 g5 100 92 53 85 g5
{ 4 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42
M 4 42 42 47 42 2 4 4 42 42
No  Common
? 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 41 42 42
4 42 42 42 4r 42 42 42 42 42 42




Table 11.—~Average quarterly prices for 4/ 4 Appalachian hickory,
by lumber grades, {955-64

fumber grades QQuarter
1998 1056 1957 1998 1959 1960 196) 1962 1963 1964

! SI2€ §125 §12% §125 SI2¢ $12F SE25 $135 §135 $135

2 125 128 128 128 129 129 125 13§ 135 138
First-and-Seconds

3 129 128 125 128 12§ 128 125 V3F 0 HiSs iy

4 (26 125 12§ 128 1285 128 129 135 138 137

i PES 1S 18 bis tis o s 1S t2s 125 1258

2 P 1rs 1Ee 31y HEs o 1S t1is o 128 125 1258
First 1 Face

3 P18 1ts eSS his o its o e 125 125 129

4 11§ 1S H1S 11 1S nis o rty o o125 125 127

i 78 78 78 78 79 B2 82 98 105 105

2 78 78 78 78 Bl g2 82 104 105 10§
No | Common

3 78 78 78 78 82 82 82 10§ 105 105

4 78 78 T8 78 8 82 88 105 108 107

1 53 53 93 AR 3 AR §3 53 53 53

2 53 %3 §3 %3 8} i3 53 %3 53
No. 2 Common

3 §3 ¥3 §3 €3 ¥3 Ak §3 53 £3 53

4 sy §3 Sy s3 St S1 §3 §3 53 SO

{ 21 21 21 21 M 2t 21 21 2% 21

2 21 21 21 21 21 2 21 21 2 21
Ne. 3 Common

3 21 23 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 21

4 21 21 21 21 2t 21 21 21 21 21

*®
.



Table 12.~ Average quarterly prices for 4/4 Appalachian hard maple,
by lum

grades, 1955-64

Lumber grades

Quarter
1955 1996

1957

1998

1959

1960

1961

1y62

1963 1964

Einst-and-Seconds

First | Face

No. 1 Common

No 2 Common

Na A Common

i

212

19¢

202

10§

205

137

138

31

65

33

65

3305 %2215

215

[
ey

21%

P45
150
150

150

75
75
7%

7%

6%
65
[3]

65

3225

230

240

240

215

230

230

1310

152
160
160

160

75

75

75

65

65

65

3]

5240
240
240

240

230
230
230

230

160

75

75

7%

65
65
[33

6¥

$240
240
230

240

230
230
230

230

160
160
160

160

68

68

$242
245
245

243

162
165
165

163

68
68
68

68

$240

240

240

241

230

230

230

157

i55

150

78

68

68

68

58

$244

245

234
235
135

235

154
155

155

78
78
78

73

68
68
68

63

$245 3245

249
245

245

235
235
238

235

156

157

157

70
70
70

70

60
60
60

60

247
245

245

235
235
235

235

i55
155
1833

155

69
67
67

&7

59
§7
57

57

34



Table 13. - Average 1

uarterly prices for 4/4 Appalachian soft maple,
v tumber grades, 1955-64

Lumber grades Quarter
1935 1956 1997 1998 1959 1960 1951 1962 1943 (964
i $16F S$I1BO $180 $180 185 $190 $197 $197 $202 3202
2 65 180 180 180 188 19% 194 01 202 02
First-and-Seconds
3 165 180 1RO 180 187 19§ (%1 202 202 W
4 168 180 180 182 189 195 194 202 202 102
1 155 170 170 170 175 W80 186 187 192 192
2 155 170 170 170 176 18%F 184 191 192 192
First t Face
3 165 170 1700 170 177 185 §81 192 192 192
4 1$8 170 170 172 179 185 184 192 192 192
1 115 125 125 130 137 145 150 152 160 160
2 P15 125 125 130 14t 150 149 159 180 160
No. 1 Common
3 1S 129 125 130 143 15O 148 180 160 160
4 FE9 128 125 132 144 150 149 160 180 16D
i 67 67 67 67 67 72 72 72 72 72
2 67 67 67 67 67 12 72 72 72 72
No. 2 Common
3 67 67 67 67 67 72 72 72 72 72
4 67 67 67 67 w72 72 72 72 72
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Table 14— Average quarterly prices for 4/4 Appalachian red ok,

by lumber grades, 1955-64

Lumber grades Quarter
1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1954

{ $1BS $185 19§ $209 $205 $200 $200 $200 §200 3200

2 185 195 200 205 205 200 200 200 200 00
First-and-Seconds

3 185 195 200 205 203 200 200 200 200 200

4 185 195 200 205 200 200 100 200 200 200

1 £7F 179 185 199 195 190 180 190 {90 190
. . 2 175 185 190 195 199 190 {90 190 1%0 {90
First 1 Face

3 175 185 190 195 193 {90 190 190 190 190

4 75 185 190 195 1%0 190 190 190 190 190

i 115 119 120 112 110 117 105 105 105 11§

b4 15 120 120 (16 LiF 112 105 105 105 1S
No. 1 Common “

3 t1s 120 116 109 YiF 106 10§ 105 105 11§

4 P1s 120 115 110 Yié 105 105 105 108 116

i 80 86 73 67 75 78 070 74 77

2 83 86 72 68 7% 74 70 70 77 77
No. 2 Common ‘

3 83 84 8 71 80 7Y 70 72 77 77

4 8BS 83 67 75 80 70 70 73 77 77

} 70 76 63 57 6F 68 60 60 44 67

2 73 76 41 8 69 64 60 60 67 67
No. 1A Common

3 73 74 5§ 61 70 61 60 62 67 67

4 75 7% 57 6% 60 60 60 63 67 67
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Table 15.—Average ?;nrtcrly prices for 4/ 4 Appalachian white oak,
y lumber grades, 1955-64

Lumber grades Quarter
1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963

1964

H §200 §$215 $220 $220 $220 $220 $220 %220 20

2 200 218 220 220 220 200 220 220 210
First-and- Seconds

3 00 220 220 220 220 220 220 220 110

4 213 220 220 20 220 220 220 220 220

1 190 20§ 210 210 210 210 210 210 210

2 190 208 210 210 210 210 210 210 210
First | Face

3 190 210 210 210 210 210 210 210 210

4 200 210 210 210 210 210 210G 210 210

i 120 124 126 120 iy 11§ 110 110 110

2 120 128 123 Bi5 Q1S Hi§s 10 110 110
No. 1 Common

3 120 128 132 115 1158 11t im0 110 110

4 120 128 120 (1§ 1i§ 110 f10 K10 110

1 % 8 73 67 75 78 10 70 14

2 83 86 71 68 80 74 0 10 77
No. 2 Common

3 83 84 48 Tt 80 7t 70 72 77

4 85 83 67 75 80 70 70 73 77

i 0 76 63 57 65 &6 60 60 64

2 73 76 61 $8 &6 &4 60 60 67
No. 3A Common

3 73 74 58 61 66 61 60 62 67

4 75 73 57 65 66 60 60 63 67

§220

220
220

20
210
2i0

210

ii0
ii0
12

Pi2

77
77
77

77

67
67
67

67
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Table 1 6.—Average quarterly prices for 4/4 Appalachian yellow-poplar,
by lumber grades, 1955-64

FLumber Quarter
{955 1956 1957 19358 1959 1960 1961 1962 1961 1964
1 $200 $200 $200 $200 $200 §195 §19F $195 $195 $198
2 00 200 00 200 200 195 19% 195 195 200
First-and-Seconds
3 200 200 200 200 195 195 195 195 19§ 200
4 200 00 200 200 195 19fF 195 199 19§ 200
H 180 180 180 1iBO 1BO 175 175 175 175 178
2 180 180 180 180 180 17§ 17§ 175 17§ 180
First 1 Face
3 180 180 180 180 175 175 {75 17§ 17§ 140
4 180 180 180 180 175 175 17§ 175 176 180
| 129 132 135 132 129 130 130 129 134 136
b4 129 13§ 13f 130 130 1310 (30 12% 13§ 116
No. 1 Common d
3 129 135 134 127 129 130 127 132 13§ 136
4 136 135 132 127 129 130 129 133 135 136
1 79 89 88 86 86 88 89 88 93 94
2 80 90 88 86 87 90 88 88 94 94
No. 1A Common
3 B0 8 §7 85 87 90 88 91 94 94
4 84 &8 86 85 87 90 88 93 94 94
i 62 62 62 64 64 64 64 6! 65 63
2 62 62 62 &4 64 64 &4 62 65 63
Neo. 2B Common
3 62 62 64 &4 64 64 62 63 [33 63
4 62 62 &4 44 64 64 62 64 65 63
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